This article reports and interprets data collected from a 1995 survey of special collections repositories at Association of Research Libraries institutions. It covers part one of the survey-current practices in preservation management. One hundred thirteen institutions represented by 170 archives/manuscripts repositories were asked to participate, of which 143 institutions, or 84.1%, did so. This is the second largest sample of archives' preservation activities ever gathered in the United States. The goals of the study were, first, to create a base of data on the development of archival preservation programs in research institutions and interpret that data and, second, to understand the extent to which the archives and library preservation departments interact in their common mission to ensure the availability of research materials to present and future generations. The study is unique in its investigation of the interrelationships between the archival repository's and the library's operational functions. This article recognizes that there is potential for a certain amount of preservation program development and integration between libraries and archives.
Introduction
T he concept of preservation management has evolved to a point where it is immersed in every facet of the management of libraries and archives.
1 This process began in the 1970s when librarians broadened 1 "Preservation: The totality of processes and operations involved in the stabilization and protection of documents against damage and deterioration and in the treatment of damaged or deteriorated
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The author conducted an extensive survey of preservation planning and program implementation to, first, measure the application of modern preservation management in archives.
3 Second, the survey project aspired to discover the extent of integration between archives and library preservation management programs that belong to the same institution, given the parallel and sometimes overlapping development of preservation management between these two cultural institutions. To do so, an institutional setting conducive to archives/library cooperation needed to be identified. The institutional setting decided upon was the research institution, specifically those with libraries that are members of the Association of Research Libraries (ARL). The survey population is comprised of archives and manuscript repositories, of which about 80% are administratively placed in the research institution's library. One of the most frequently offered reasons for why these two organizations are placed together is the notion that both have similar preservation missions and functions. But are they really one organization, or is it a case of the larger library dominating the smaller archives, isolating the latter within the complex library organization? More can be learned about how libraries and archives are interacting through an examination of archival preservation planning and operations. This research survey project measures the development of archival preservation management programs in particular institutional settings and reveals whether archives are benefitting from their organizational placement by collaborating with the libraries' preservation departments. The broader perspective on the issues above involves concepts of what research libraries collect and to which materials they provide access. When research libraries were contacted about the possibility of holding archives and manuscript material, virtually every ARL-member library indicated that they operate an archives, manuscripts, or special collections unit that collects, preserves, and provides access to archival materials. This overwhelming response substantiates the fact that modern research libraries are much more than traditional libraries managing collections of published material. They are even more comprehensive than libraries that have updated themselves to include collecting published electronic resources. Today, research libraries also include paper-based archival records and manuscript collections, film archives and libraries, media collections, photographic materials, cartographic materials, audio/visual collections, recorded sound collections, elec- tronic records, and more. The modern research library has become a melting pot where new "centers of information management" are cast. Surely the potential exists for this to be true, but are research libraries recognizing this new dynamic? Are they making changes in workflow and internal operations accordingly, or are they becoming segregated battlegrounds where isolated programs fight over limited resources? This article will delve into the shared aspect of preservation to see in which direction research libraries are moving. But first, a brief overview is given of the findings of some major predecessor preservation surveys conducted in archives to provide some context and perspective on the current study. The overview will be followed by a review of the current research project, its methodology and interpretations of the data gathered, and conclude with some general observations.
Review of Past Archival Preservation Survey Studies
The previously conducted major archives preservation surveys were performed by the National Association of Government Archives and Records Administrators (NAGARA) and the Society of American Archivists (SAA) .
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Preservation Needs in State Archives (1986), conducted by Howard P. Lowell under contract to NAGARA, focused on the fifty state government archives in the United States, and included the National Archives and Records Administration as well. The report's introduction states that it will "discuss and document the nature and dimensions of the preservation problem in state archival agencies, explore alternatives for meeting it, and provide an estimate of resources required."
5 Forty-three state archives participated in the NAGARA survey. Ten state archives were selected for follow-up site visits "to study specific preservation problems and program efforts; to estimate collective resources available and needed; and to define program approaches that might begin to meet state archives preservation requirements." 6 The NAGARA survey studied state archives' budgets, FTE of staff dedicated to preservation activity, the existence of environmental controls, disaster plans, fire detection and suppression systems, security systems, shelving space, amount of holdings, formats of holdings, volume of records that had been treated through encapsulation, lamination, deacidification and/or fumigation, and information about micro-reproduction programs. The NAGARA study concludes that "no state archives approaches the goal of providing total preservation care." 7 Therefore, the study calls for nationwide funding and advocates a national strategy to address the state archives' common preservation challenges. While the purpose of the NAGARA study was to dramatize the nationwide problem and instigate funding initiatives, it does give us some data on a number of preservation program elements. It specifically points to weaknesses in facility controls, holdings maintenance, and conservation treatments. The study recommends improved preservation planning, staff enhancements, the development of regional conservation centers, and further research and development in preservation.
There are some noteworthy statistics reported by NAGARA in support of these findings. For instance, 37.2% of holdings were housed in acid-free boxes. But four of the reporting state archives indicated that while 80% of their holdings were in acid-free boxes, only 14% of this material was housed in acid-free folders.
8 The study's consultant estimated that "more than 80%
of the records accessioned into state archives each year. . .will never receive adequate preservation attention." 9 Only 9 (21%) of the 43 archives reported that they had developed preservation policy statements, and only 23 archives (53%) had conducted holdings condition surveys. The NAGARA study indicates a general lack of budgetary resources, adequate facilities, staffing and staff expertise, planning and policy development, and collection information gathering activities necessary to conduct preservation activity in state archives. The comprehensive 1986 Lowell/NAGARA study has been partially updated in two studies conducted for the Council of State Historical Records (April 1993) , reports on preservation practices in "Preservation and Conservation," in section 12 of the study. The most recent NHPRC-funded COSHRC study (1995) was released in April 1996, the same year as the study presented in this article. Maintaining State Records in an Era of Change: A National Challenge reports on state archives' preservation policies and services in the areas of preservation planning, staffing, disaster preparedness, conservation treatment services, and the completion of NEH-supported statewide preservation plans. These two studies document essentially the same preservation management inadequacies as described in the 1986 Lowell/NAGARA study. Neither the 1993 nor the 1996 COSHRC study discovered any trends in preservation management that were a radical departure from what Lowell found in 1986. However, due to the timely nature of the second study printed in April 1996, data from it will be presented in other 7 Preservation Needs in State Archives, 7. areas of this article to draw comparisons with the current study of archives and manuscript repositories of ARL institutions.
Coordinators (COSHRC). The first, Recognizing Leadership and Partnership: A Report on the Condition of Historical Records in the States and Efforts to Ensure Their Preservation and Use
The SAA study, conducted by former SAA preservation officer, Paul Conway, yielded more detailed information about the nature of preservation planning and practice in archives. Data from the SAA study will also be compared to the findings of the study presented in this article in an attempt to detect trends in preservation practice. In 1989 Conway conducted a survey of the participants in the SAA Basic Conservation workshops which took place between 1980 and 1987. The survey was sent to the 400 repositories that enrolled 544 participants in the workshops, resulting in 320 completed surveys for a response rate of 80%. This preservation survey covered a diverse group of institutional settings, including academic, local government, religious, museum, state government, corporate, and federal government. The academic archives group comprised 40% (129 respondents) of the institutions surveyed. Conway developed indices to evaluate the data. These are the Intensity of Care Index (volume of holdings per FTE of staff), Environmental Care Index (temperature stability, monitoring equipment, fire protection, and disaster planning) and the Care of Collections Index (holdings maintenance, conservation treatments, and reformatting). Other aspects of the reported data are the size of the archival unit in terms of FTEs, volume of holdings, and institutions with specific budgets for conservation supplies and services.
One of the purposes of Conway's research was to find any direct correlation between the training provided in the Basic Conservation Workshops and the nature of subsequent preservation program development. On this topic, Conway writes, "although archivists now understand the significance of their preservation efforts and have absorbed information on basic prevention and treatment techniques, they have only partially integrated into their professional practice the set of innovative approaches that together have come to be defined as archival preservation management."
10 Thus there was not as much of a positive correlation between training and program development as was hoped. From his analysis of the data on archival preservation program development, Conway concludes that "archivists take a piecemeal approach to preservation, picking and choosing from among the possible activities, instead of working through a planning process that sets priorities for the unit and for the parent organization." 11 He cites such troubling findings as: of the archives surveyed about their collections storage areas, 56% could not control the relative humidity, 73% did not have at least one recording hygro thermograph and 62% did not have fire detection equipment in place and could not suppress fires after business hours. Another issue addressed by Conway provides some direction for this current study of preservation in archival repositories at Association of Research Libraries institutions. Conway states that "archival units are isolated from the organizations of which they are a part, playing a far more limited role in supporting the institution's mission and purpose than they should. Archivists need to integrate their programs more fully into the institutions that support them." 13 In at least one specific institutional setting, archivists share the mission of preserving research collections with another unit, the institution's research library. Many research libraries operate a preservation unit charged with ensuring the availability of the collections for present and future use. As mentioned earlier, many archival repositories are also administratively part of the research library organization. These circumstances present an obvious opportunity for collaborative practices in library and archival preservation between these two units. Even for the university-based archives outside of the library, the same potential exists for them to communicate with the library's preservation department on a wide range of relevant issues. But are archives benefitting from being part of the library and are they sharing preservation resources and expertise? Along with an analysis of preservation program development in archives and manuscripts repositories of research institutions, this article, stemming from a comprehensive survey project, will seek to answer these questions.
Research Project Description and Review of Methodology
This study of archival preservation management utilized sound survey research techniques to query 170 archival repositories about the extent of preservation program development and integration in research libraries. The goals of the preservation study were: 1) to create a base of data regarding the development of archival preservation programs in North American research institutions and interpret that data, and 2) to understand the extent to which the archives and library preservation departments interact in their common mission to ensure the availability of research materials to present and future generations. The study is unique in its investigation of the interrelationships between the archival repository's and the library's operational functions. This interrelationship was not within the scope of previous archival preservation surveys nor any published interinstitutional library preservation surveys. ments. While the numbers indicate a higher amount of library preservation involvement in this most traditional of library preservation functions (higher than holdings maintenance activities), the very low number of archives drawing upon the knowledge and skills resident in the library preservation department for training purposes is unfortunate. It once again indicates a lost opportunity for the two units to share resources and benefit from one another.
Another traditional area of activity for library preservation operations is microfilming. Here is the one area where the archival repositories do not necessarily engage in preservation activity from within, cooperate with, or outsource to the library preservation department. Instead, the majority of repositories, 67 (69%), report working directly with external microfilm service vendors (Table 11 ). Nineteen percent stated that the library preservation department carries out microfilming procedures and 14 (14%) of the archival repositories reported that they complete this function in-house, a relatively equivalent split between the two units. The high incidence of relationships between archival repositories and external vendors raises the issue about who oversees quality control and negotiates contract specifications. Previously reported survey data found that approximately 87% of the repositories reported that they have no written procedures for selecting materials for microfilming (see Table 6 ). This also raises concerns over whether or not quality control checks such as post-film inspections of the microfilm for accuracy are being conducted and whether or not technical preservation microfilming specifications are being adhered to and verified once the work is done.
22 While these specific questions were not part of the survey instrument, one must wonder how much effort goes into these concerns if repositories do not set criteria for determining which collections will and will not be microfilmed. These are the kinds of activities library preservation departments do during preservation microfilming of published materials and could presumably perform on behalf of the archival repository. There is no evidence of this type of collaboration in microfilming processes. After inquiring about specific preservation program elements and the nature of archives/library preservation interactions, a general inquiry was made about the overall responsibility for maintaining preservation planning and monitoring of conditions in the archival repository. The purpose was to test the perspective that library preservation departments are responsible for all preservation programs in the library, including any archival programs, and if not, to learn how the archival repositories are delegating this duty among their staffs (Table 12 ). There are only eight cases (6%) where a library preservation department representative possesses this overarching responsibility. In 103 (76%) cases, it is the archival repository that maintains the total preservation program oversight for the facility or unit. Of the 103 repositories, 58 retain overall program responsibility with the archives department head, 22 of them have designated a preservation officer from within the archives staff, and 23 spread preservation program responsibilities among other archives staff. This is not to say that one arrangement should take precedence over the other, but the responses do once again indicate a very low level of interaction between the two units. Only in the fewest of instances does a library preservation department representative play a major role in the archives' preservation program.
There is further evidence of the lack of involvement with the library preservation department on the part of the archival repository. Question #17a asked for information regarding the array of staffing in the library preservation department. Thirty-four percent of the responding repositories did not answer this question. This one-third nonresponse rate is significant. Supplying this information required only a little amount of effort. An archives staff member could have simply placed a phone call to the preservation department asking for the staffing numbers. The archives staff member could have also consulted the annual published ARL Preservation Statistics which supplies these numbers. In only one case did a respondent write in the margin that the responses to question #l7a came from the recent ARL Preservation Statistics volume.
Question #17 asked the archival repository if their library has a preservation department, a preservation staff but not an organized department, or if there are some other arrangements. Twenty-two percent of the respondents stated that their library does not engage in preservation functions at all. This is at odds with the ARL preservation statistics which show that all member libraries perform some array of preservation functions. Apparently, 22% of the archival repositories responding are uninformed or not sufficiently connected to the preservation functions in their institution's library. They may not know of the ARL volume's existence and that their library has preservation staff functions. Clearly, there is a lack of communication between these two units and their professionals who share several common agendas. The survey instrument did not provide any information on the lack of communication directly. A better understanding of this condition must be left to future inquiries.
Conclusions
Given the results of the survey, we are left with some general impressions. Certain aspects of preservation practice are improving. This is confirmed when comparing the data from the 1989 Conway/SAA study with the surveys of 1995 on state archives from COSHRC and the survey that is the subject of this article. Even though selective improvement exists, still only a little more than half of the responding repositories possess the capability to control both temperature and relative humidity levels. While environmental monitoring is occurring in more archives than not, it is being done in an improper or inadequate fashion. The vast majority of archives do not have sprinkler systems in place to protect collections on a repository-wide basis. Planning activities are very low. Archives generally are not benefitting from the expertise found in library preservation departments, even though about 80% of the reporting archives reside within the library organization.
Two questions that required subjective answers were included in the survey to gauge archivists' perceptions of these existing conditions. When asked in question #18, "How serious are the preservation problems that you confront in your daily work?" on a scale from 1 (minimal) to 5 (severe), the composite repository response measured 3.19, slightly above the moderate problems level. As a follow-up, question #19 asked, "How successful and satisfied are you with the preservation management and activities in your archives?" On a scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (great), the composite repository response was 2.92, just below the moderate satisfaction level. In juxtaposition to the relatively mild composite scores of the subjective question responses, the objective survey results confirm basic, systemic inadequacies throughout the majority of archival preservation programs that will lead to compromising the archival holdings' existence.
Something must be done to improve the areas in which there are disappointing preservation practices and to foster mature, complete archival preservation management programs. One step toward improvement is the use of educational programs to create preservation expertise and encourage collaborations between library preservation programs and archives/manuscripts repositories. In question #21 of the survey, respondents were asked "has the person (s) responsible for overseeing preservation management and implementation in your archives received any specialized preservation training?" (Table 13 ). The results show that 100 (75%) respondents have received specialized preservation training through workshops and seminars, 12 (9%) have received such training through internships, 31 (23%) received graduate level preservation courses within their graduate degree program, eight (6%) employ staff with specialized graduate preservation degrees, 23 (17%) have received training through other arrangements, and 14 (10%) have received no training at all. This compares favorably to Conway's data on availability of conservation expertise. The two sets of data may not be directly comparable, but it would appear that training and education is on the rise. For instance, in the current study 75% of archives claimed to have received specialized preservation training through workshops and seminars, while 54% of archives in Conway's study claimed to have no access to conservation expertise at all. However, when data from the COSHRC (April 1996) study is factored in, the improving trend of staff expertise in preservation is not so clear: only 48% of state archives had the position of preservation officer and an even lower 37.5% had the position of conservator. Perhaps limited, short-term continuing education offerings are more readily available, but all this activity has not translated into additional preservation and conservation positions in archives and their parent institutions.
Professional demographics show that the trend for individuals entering the archival profession is through graduate archival education programs.
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Ensuring that these programs are adequately addressing archival preservation management knowledge is one long-term way to improve the situation for the generations of archivists to come. However, when the workshops, seminars, and internships are combined into one category called "continuing education," then we learn that 84% of the responses indicate that archives staff have received some sort of specialized preservation training through continuing education programs. Clearly archivists are attending preservationrelated continuing education offerings. Perhaps this form of education can be better utilized to draw the connections between library preservation and archival management closer together.
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The professional education of archivists, library preservation professionals, and library administrators must address several issues to foster collaborations in preservation management. For instance, archivists need to learn how to function in the larger worlds of modern research library administration generally, and library preservation specifically. Library preservation professionals need to learn about archival preservation management and its similarities to and differences from library preservation. They also need to learn how and when they can appropriately integrate archival preservation concerns into the total library preservation program. Library administrators must understand that integrating their archival and library preservation programs will save valuable resources. Duplicate functions will be eradicated, preservation policies and procedures will be made similar whenever possible, and the library will produce better preservation management solutions with more expert staff collaborations. The result will be more research materials receiving professional attention with the same base of resources under the new and improved umbrella of preservation management.
There are several areas of similarity between library preservation and archival preservation management. The primary concern of any preservation program is program planning and evaluation. Formal continuing education offerings as well as in-house library training should focus on how to make library planning processes inclusive of library-wide preservation management (including archives), and bringing library and archival preservation management together. Next, collaborating in the basic program elements of preservation management should be the focus. Elements such as environmental management and monitoring, pest management, disaster preparedness and recovery, and reformatting and conservation treatment for the archives/manuscripts repository can easily be incorporated into a mature library preservation program. Other program aspects lend themselves well to a shared, cooperative approach to management, such as collections housing and storage systems, exhibition and loan policies, and staff training in collections care and handling. Examples of preservation elements best handled by archives/ Once archivists and library preservation professionals have learned more about their shared concerns and program elements, they will be ready to work together more closely. The priority item on their agenda should be identifying opportunities to improve library processes and administrators' perceptions so that collaborative preservation management is supported and encouraged. Opportunities abound in modern library management to provide input on its policies, procedures, and services. Academic libraries are frequently subject to strategic planning, internal self-studies, accreditation reviews, and external program reviews. These planning exercises can be turned into vehicles carrying arguments for integrated library/archives preservation management. Other occasions can be used to assert preservation needs and the benefits of collaboration such as annual and project-based reporting, through committees, and during personnel changes. Archivists and library preservation professionals must find ways to educate their resource allocators on the benefits, savings, and improved services of integrated preservation programs. Cooperation and resource sharing is more obtainable than professional staffing additions in either library unit. In the end, the library preservation professional can be a great ally in collaborating on archival objectives within the library.
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This article began with a view of research libraries as functional organizations that carry out processes in relation to a great diversity of research materials. Research libraries manage much more than just books, yet the survey results demonstrate that library preservation departments focus almost exclusively on the needs of published materials, and spend little, if any, time and resources on unpublished, archival materials. While there are many areas of program similarity, the respective preservation programs appear to be moving along parallel tracks, rarely touching. In the realm of preservation management, archives, by and large, are not benefitting from their association with the research library. This is unfortunate given the range of benefits to be derived from closer collaboration.
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